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I am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge the
FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers before
changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month regardless of how
much or how little we use our phone is not fair. This will greatly increase the
cost of phone service and it could impact the ability for myself and others to
afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and was
updated to increase the availability of communication services to schools,
libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and low-income
individuals in the United States.

I have seen how this is abused.  An example is in Oakhurst, CA where the local
telephone company used the money to install advanced technologies and provide
services that few subscribers used, and distant learning facilities to schools
that rarely use them.    They used the fund as a source of income with NO
accountability to the government agencies tasked with doling out the funds.
They used the funds to subsidize their  "unregulated" ventures...

If they are representative of the use by rural telephone providers, a full
investigation and audit is in order of ALL rural telephone companies and e-rate
providers to determine what REAL benefits are being achieved by the fund.

Now you want to change it and I do not think it is fair to charge everybody $1
dollar per month regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless
phone for interstate calls.

The proposed change is especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
distance calls. A contribution system is fair, equitable and nondiscriminatory
and should be left alone. Please do not penalize wireless phone customers.
Keep this fair.  We don't have  a blanket income tax on our annual salaries  nor
do we have the same sales tax on a pack of gum and an automobile, so why should
there be a "one size fits all" charge for wireless phones?


